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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Kansas Field Office
2609 Anderson Avenue
Manhattan, Kansas 66502-6172

April 12, 2006
MEMORANDUM 64411-2006-P-0221

TO: Superintendent, National Park Service, Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
Attn: Natural Resources Program Manager

ey
7 QLol
FROM: Field Supcrvisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Kansas Field Office %’,W/ SJJM/;M?/
SUBJECT:  Site Development Plan and Environmental Assessment

This is in response to your March 15, 2006 letter regarding your preparation of a site
development plan and environmental assessment for future facilities at the Tallgrass Prairie
National Preserve, Chase County, Kansas. The current action alternative being considered would
locate the visitor information and orientation center near a tributary to Fox Creek which is known
to be occupied by the endangered Topeka shiner. It is anticipated that development will be close
but not occur directly in the stream itself,

By avoiding construction impacts within the stream channel, there should be no opportunity for
directly impacting the Topeka shiner or its aquatic habitat. The remaining question is whether
the project may indirectly affect habitat. The Park Service should assess its proposal and
determine whether the construction process itself or the operation and maintenance of the facility
could impact habitat quality in this stream. Factors such as surface runoff and riparian corridor
maintenance should be evaluated. Ifit is determined that any phase of the proposed activity may
adversely affect habitat to the detriment of the species, formal consultation pursuant to section 7
of the Endangered Species Act may be required. If you determine, and this office concurs, that
there will be no adverse effect, there will be no need for further consultation.

Please contact Dan Mulhern of this office if you have further questions or require more
information regarding the section 7 process. Thank you for this opportunity to review the
proposal and provide these comments.

¢c: KDWP, Pratt, KS (Environmental Services)
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March 15, 2006

D18 (TAPR)
xL7615
xN1619

Michael J. LeValley

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
315 Houston Street, Suite E
Manhattan, Kansas 66502

Dear Mr. LeValley:

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve has restarted the process of preparing a
site development plan and environmental assessment for future facilities. We
informed Mr, William Gill of the initial start of this process in a letter,
copy enclosed, dated October 28, 2003. Mr. Gill's response, dated November
12, 2003, is also enclosed.

We consulted with your office during the development of the general management
plan (GMP) including our preparation of a related biclogical assessment (BA) .
The BA is enclosed for your reference.

The current action alternative being considered for future facilities would
require amending the preserve's GMP to move the visitor information and
orientation area. The new proposed location for the visitor center and
administration facility is south of the historic ranch headquarters aleng the
west side of Kansas State Highway 177 (NE/4 Sec. 6 T19S REE). The new
proposed location for the maintenance facilities is east of the Strong City
Sewage Lagoons (NE/4 Sec. 17 T19S R8E). A map is enclosed showing the
original location and the two new proposed locations.

The primary habitat includes go-back prairie and brome fields. Most of the
area was previously disturbed by agricultural and ranch facilities
development. The visitor center/administration area includes Topeka shiner
habitat (tributary to Fox Creek) . Topeka shiners have been collected by
National Park Service and Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks staff
upstream. It is anticipated that development will be close but not occur
directly in the stream area, however, the Topeka shiner habitat is within the
proposed development area. The maintenance area does not include Topeka
shiner habitat.

We appreciate the opportunity to work together for the benefit of the
breserve's resources. Please contact our Natural Resources Program Manager,

Kristen Hase, regarding any necessary actions under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

Sincerely,

T

Stephen T. Miller
Superintendent

Enclosures (3)
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Appendix 8
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Kunms Fidd Offlee -
315 Heuson Strec, Suite B
Manbsttin, Kumsas 665026172
= November 12, 2003
Stephen T. Miller
Superintendent
National Park Service
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve

P.0. Box 585, 226 Broadway
Cottonwood Falls, Kansas 66845

Dear Mr, Miller:

This is in response to your October 28, 2003 letter announcing the Park Service’s process of
preparing a site development plan and enviroamental assessment for firture facilifies
development. Plans include a visitor informstion and orientation area with visitor and
administrative facilities. Our principle interests in this development arc the protection of federal

trust resonrces, including threatened and endangered species, mig-atory birds, and wetlands.

As you are already aware, the endangered Topcka shiner (Notropis {opeka) has been confirmed

. as ocourring in streams on the Preserve, Two unnamed right bank tributaries to Fox Creek are

known to contain this endangered fish, as is an unnamed left bank direct tributary to the
Cottonwood River. Impacts to these aress, including increased rnoff or significant alterations 1o
the watershed areas, should be avoided if at all possible. You have already indicated in your
General Management Plan & desire to minimize impacts on the prairie resource for which the
Preserve was dedicated, which wiil help minimize impacts on grassland nesting birds, some of
which are experiencing sharp population dechines inTecent years, In this predominantly prairie
setting, wetlands are generally associated with streams and arfificial impoundments. However, a
more site-spacific assessment shonld be conducted prior to final selection of a particular site.for
developiment, If wetland habitats may be impacted, a permit may be required from the U.S, -
Army Corps of Engineers. .

‘ If you have any further quésﬁcm regarding any of these comments, please contact this office
again. Thank you for providing us this opportunity for coardination,

~ Sincerely,
* William H. Gill §
Field Supervisor
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United States Department of Agriculture i
ONRCS g
Natural Resources Conservation Service Phons: 620-343-7276
3020 W. 18", Suite B FAX: 620-343-7871
Emporia, Kansas 66801-6191 www.ks.nres.usda.gov

Sept_ember 28, 2006

Stephen Miller, Superintendent

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.O. Box 585

Cottonwood Falls, Kansas 66845-0585

Dear Mr. Milier:
Thank you for completing Part VI and VIl of the AD-1006 Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating form for a visitor center and administration facilities along the west side of

Highway 177 (E2 Sec. 6 T19S R8E). This project is located in Chase County.

Enclosed is a copy of the completed Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (AD-1006)
form for you to keep.

| see no other adverse environmental effects for which the Natural Resources
Conservation Service is responsible for evaluating.

I wish you well with your project and if our local NRCS office in Cottonwood Falls can be

of any assistance, don’t hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM M. GILLIAM
Assistant State Conservationist

Attachment
cc w/o attachment:

Gay L. Spencer, District Conservationist, NRCS, Emporia, Kansas
Lynn E. Thurlow, Soil Conservationist, NRCS, Salina, Kansas

Helping People Help the Land

An Equsl Oppodunity Provider and Employer
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U.S. Depariment

FARMLAND CONVERS

of Agriculture

ION IMPACT RATING

PART 1 (7o be compieted by Federal Agency)

Date Of Land Evaluation Requast )13 ] D3 ! 200¢,

Narmie of Project < o o7 | Manaae ek Plan Reusion

Federal Agency Ivoived DO | Niotl P Seyyree

Proposed Land Use W‘:-Eh’)rj (fm%r / Hdﬂ'& %) {’:af,l_[dljs

County and State ("} Y G0, COUH{"’] -

PART 1l (To be completed by NRCS)

pmpleting Form:

S;{‘g ;{equast Raceived 58 /«'7 /o !’j

ey

Daes the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmiand? YES _ NO Acres Irigated Avarage Fam Size
(if o, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 2P . &9 [
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland As Defineli in FPPA
e < Acms:'BEL{?SB% ] ’ Acres; fz_‘}fiz_;ggfﬁ 2(0
Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of Stéte or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRGS
| ESA o K110 (vl
PART lll (To be completed by Fedsral Agency) Altemative Site Rating
Site A Site B Site C Site D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly q,,{’j"
B, Total Acres To Be Converted indirectly 5
G. Total Acres In Site . O
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland L‘ 7
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmiand 54"753
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted L}
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value T
PART V (To be complatad by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 5‘@
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)
PART VI (7o be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Critoria Maximum | sito A Site B Site C Site D
(Criteria are explsined in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) |  Points
1. Area In Non-urban Use (15) 15
2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use (10) O
3. Porcant Of Site Being Farmed (20) 0
4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government {20 20
5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area (1) \s
6. Distanco To Urban Support Services (15) O
7. Size Of Prasent Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) O
8. Craation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10} 8)
9. Avallabllity Of Farm Suppott Services ©) 2
10. On-Farm Investments 20) O
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (10) O
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10) 5
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 180 L -
PART Vi (To be compieted by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part \) 100 50
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or focal site assessment) 160 Lg?)
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 e pP“-
Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Site Selected: g Date Of Selection 6 /]b! dﬂ ves [] NO &]

Reason For Selection:

Vislor (et [ddnimToes L des

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: K]’ ﬁﬁe,h Hqge/

[ Date: oBlo3 IZCZJ(O

{See Instructions on reverse side)

Form AD-1006 (03-02)
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e B R
United States Department of Agriculture /é::; ?/z 7/ L

ONRCS
Phone; 620-343-7276

MNatural Resources Conservation Service
FAX: 620-343-7871

3020 W. 18", Suite B
Emporia, Kansas 66801-6191 www.ks.nres.usda.goy

September 26, 2006

Stephen Miller, Superintendent

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.O. Box 585

Cettonwood Falls, Kansas 66845-0585

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for completing Part VI and VI of the AD-1006 Farmland Conversion Impact
Rating form for a maintenance facility along the east side of the Strong City sewage
lagoons. This project is located in Chase County.

Enclosed is a copy of the completed Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (AD-1006)
form for you to keep.

| see no other adverse environmental effects for which the Natural Resources
Conservation Service is responsible for evaluating.

I wish you well with your project and if our local NRCS office in Cottonwood Falls can be
of any assistance, don't hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM M. GILLIAM
Assistant State Conservationist

Attachment

¢c w/o attachment:
Gay L. Spencer, District Conservationist, NRCS, Emporia, Kansas
Lynn E. Thurlow, Soil Conservationist, NRCS, Salina, Kansas

Helping People Help the Land

An Equal Opporunty Peovider and Esmgloyer



U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be compisted by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request ()] l 2 I 210

Fee ook Ben Qe Mangggsient Plaks ReVision | Feders Agency ivovs D1 Ntk THIY SeVILe

Proposed Land Use 1t +1n Lo 101 'f’tf{ﬂ{‘l'hﬁ 5 countyand state (1 (1162 Oui,']‘h/ AR

7
PART Il {To be completed by NRCS) Date Requast Receivad, By Parso ing Form:
NRCS B?I‘T odk- o ma DWEE.

Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local important Farmland? YES NoO Acres Irigated Average Fam Size
{If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) B O ‘_J)@ g ’ i 3G [
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land in Govt. Jurisdiction Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA
Soubeans reres N T 7] peres: 129, 455% 7 b

Name-of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Evalua!iop Returned by NRCS

LESQ = 8lz/u0lk

Altemative Site Rating

PART Il (To be completed by Federal Agency) SR SicE St S H

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly =2 S

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly ;;' 4

C. Total Acres In Site 4, 6"
PART IV (To he completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand H.9

B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland it

C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted ¢j

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Gowvt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 7 I
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion r‘l

Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 7

PART VI (To be completed by Federai Agency) Site Assessmeant Criteria Maximum | site A Site B Site & Site D
(Criteria are expiained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points

1. Area In Non-urban Use (15) [k

2. Perimetor In Non-urban Use (10) 3

3. Percont Of Site Being Farmed ) 20

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20) 2D

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Arca (15) 15

6. Distance To Urban Support Services (15) O

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) [}

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10} O

9. Avaitabllity Of Farm Support Sarvices ) 3

10. On-Farm Investments {20) {0

11. Effacts Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (10) D

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricuftural Use (19) 5

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 o4 1
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) =

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 i 7

Total Site Assessment (From Pert VI above or local site assessment) 160 £

TOTAL POINTS (Totaf of above 2 lines) 260 il pHa

Sito Selected: ﬂ, Date Of sekection B/} folo

Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

ves []

no Bl

Reason For Selection;

Maintenonce Fa el ks '4._“‘;1

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Kn(—_,]-f’_j’] Ha;se,)

[ Date:

(See Instructions on reverse side)

Form AD-1006 (03-02)
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August 14, 2006

D18 (TAPR)
xL7615
xN1619

Sheldon Hightower

NRCS Area Office

3020 W. 18th Avenue, Suite B
Emporia, Kansas 66801

Dear Mr. Hightower:

Thank you for your assistance with Prime and Unique Farmland compliance regarding the new proposed
visitor center/administration facilities and maintenance facilities at Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve. 1
have completed Part VI of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms (Form AD-1006) and am
enclosing the forms for your review. Iam also enclosing a map of the two facilities locations.

Please contact Natural Resources Program Manager Kristen Hase with comments or questions about the
forms or about necessary actions that may be required to proceed further into this process. Thank you for
your time.

Sincerely,
_‘){(}‘é 2 K{I ‘Sl-ﬁ’/'\

Stephen T, Miller
Superintendent

Enclosures 3

bee:

Supt

CNR
central files
chron file
reading file

STMiller:kjh; 8/14/2006
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U.8. Departmant of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date O Land Evaluation Request C;-If ‘5t [ 2l
e oTPoRe e Genan] Managument Mok REViGion| Federstgmney ivoved D51 Nkl TAYY SAVICE,
Proposad Land Use Mawtendnce. ’f’(tﬁlhh(’,s’ County and State ama% (Gt H‘ﬂ/ i
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Racgived, By rson feti ng Fnrrn
. NRGs BILT Dl Zrpger
Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmiand? YES NO Acres lrrigated Av\erage Farm Size
(if no, the FPPA does not apply - do not compiete additional parts of this form) a 3‘{.} '2)? l ! ’:‘3 C] !
Major Crap(s) Farmable Land In Govt, Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
i el o i i ;
Soubrans peros 5N T 7 pores: 129 1§55% 2 b
Name-of Land Evaluafion System Usod Name of State or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Eyaluatmn Returned by NRCS
LESQ - & lzfze0k

Alternativa Site Rating
e A Site B Site C Site D

PART Hl (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A. Total Acras To Be Converted Diroctly ;' I
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly ? ==
C. Total Acres In Site 4o
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Fammland i-1
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland -
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 2]
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value -7

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion f."i
Relatlve Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 7

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Criteria Maximum | gite A Site B Site © Site D
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b, For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points

1. Area In Non-urban Use (15) {3

2. Perimeter In Non-urban Usa {10) 3

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmad (0) 2

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government 29 20

5. Distance From Urban Buili-up Area {15) 15

6. Dist To Urban Support $ (15) ©

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Comparad To Average (10) &

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10) [&]

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services © 3

10. On-Farm Investmants (20) o

11. Effocts Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (19) D

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10) 5

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 8&‘
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmiand (From Part V) 100 0

Total Site Assessment (From Part Vi above or local site assessment) 160 79

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 {(e(s

Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Site Selectad: Date Of Selection ves [] No [

Reason For Selection:

f Date:

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Kﬂ%l-ﬁﬁ H@__g,(’,_
Form AD-1006 (03-62)

(See Instructions on reverse side)
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U.S. Dapartment of Agricuiture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be complated by Federal Agancy)

Date OFf Land Evaluation Request DB /D 5 I ZDO(‘:

Name of Profest sy o o1 | P\fmgwwm?{an Qeuum Federal Agency Involved DO | Mo | Favle Sevvies

Proposed Land Use \’rlb[b‘p (fi')kr / p‘d{n I {'GCL L.h.ﬁS County and State O’me_ CCUl’Th/\ . L&

mpleting Form:

PART ll (o be completed by NRCS) '_?o
NRCS S \er
Boes the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? YES _ NO Acres imgated ) Averaga Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 0 AP J: &% f
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount of Farmland As Definet in FPPA
Spibe 00 i J53% 1 | o2 15582
Nama of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Evaluation Returnad by NRGS
JESA - K/ ol
PART Wl (To be completed by Federal Agency) Altemative Site Rating
Site A Site B Site C Site D
A Total Acres Te Be Converted Directly 4, 5’
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly '[. =z
C. Total Acres In Site G0

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unigue Farmland

B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland 39.1 753,
i

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Gowvt, Unit To Be Converled LI

D. Percentage Of Fammiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 77

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scalo of O to 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Criteria Maximum | site A Site B Site Site D
{Critaria are explained in 7 CFR 658,5 b, For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points

1. Area In Non-urban Use (15) 15

2, Perimeter In Non-urban Use {10) (O

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmoed (20) 0

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20) 20

S, Distance From Urban Built-up Area {15) \s

8. Distance To Urban Support Services (15) o

7. Size Of Presant Farm Unit Comparad To Average (19 C

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (19 o

9. Avallability Of Farm Support Servicas ®) 3

10, On-Farm Investments {20) o

11, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (10) O

12, Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10) =

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 180 Lo
PART Vi (To be completed by Federal Agancy)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Parf V) 100 50

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or focel site assessmenf} 160 {_g? b

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 l { E’)

Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Site Selected: ! Date Of Selection

ves []

no [

Reason For Selection:

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: K[ 1S Ha{:,(_i'_,

[oate: & |03 | 200G

(See Instructions on reverse side)

Forenm AD-1006 (03-02)




N Taﬁﬂgrass Prairie Natlonal Preserve; 1
Proposed Facilites Locations &)
{(Approximate boundanes)
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August 3, 2006

D18 (TAPR)
xL7615
XN1619

Sheldon Hightower

NRCS Area Office

3020 W. 18th Avenue, Suite B
Emporia, Kansas 66801

Dear Mr. Hightower:

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve has restarted the process of preparing a site development plan and
environmental assessment for future facilities.

The current action alternative being considered for future facilities would require amending the preserve's
general management plan to move the visitor center and administration facilities. The new proposed
location for these facilities is south of the historic ranch house and barn and on the west side of Highway
177 (B/2 Sec. 6 T19S R8E). A map is enclosed showing the new proposed location.

Historically, the area was farmed but it is currently a "go back" native or mixed native and nonnative
prairie. Scils for the area include: Martin, Ivan, and Smolan. It is likely that these soils will be directly or
indirectly affected by building the proposed facilities on this site. Final plans for the facilities have not
been determined, so the extent of the impacts to these scil resources is unknown at this time. A Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form AD-1006) is enclosed for your review.

We appreciate the opportunity to work together for the benefit of the preserve's resources. Please contact
Natural Resources Program Manager Kristen Hase regarding necessary actions that may be required to
proceed further into this process.

Sincerely,

Stephen T. Miller
Superintendent

Enclosures 2

bee:

Supt

CNR
lcentral files
chron file
reading file

STMiller:kjh; 8/4/2006
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U.S. Department of Agricuiture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Requast ()5, [ e [ 266¢,

tome o PreRiGien evod Managei g Nt Plan Beyicion [ Federi Agencyimoied DO | NAT | FAVY. Sevu7ee

Proposed Land Uso y( o bre~ (etader | Admin Facilidizs, [ comyanasate (e loonty, ks

PART Hl (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Racaived By Parson Completing Form:
Dees the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? - YES NO Agcres Irrigated Average Farm Size
(/¥ o, the FPPA does riof apply - do not compists additional parts of this form) D D
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt, Jurisdiction Amount of Fatrmland As Defined in FPPA
Acres: % Acres: %
Nams of Land Evaluation System Usad Mame of State or Local Site Assessment System | Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
= e
PART N (To bo compietad by Federal Agency) Sk tomat smasrlzt::_ig_g_ I
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly d‘,l 5“'
8. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly ]l =y
C. Total Acres In Site b. O

PART IV (To be compieted by NRCS} Land Evaluation information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand

B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland

C. Percantage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt, Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (o be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion

Relative Value of Farmland To Be Convertad (Scalo of 0 to 100 Points) _

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Criteria Maximum | gjte A Site B Site & Site D

(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points
(16)

1. Area In Non-urban Use

2. Parimater In Non-urban Use (10)
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed (20)
4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20)
6. Distanca From Urban Built-up Area (15)

(15)

&, Distance To Urban Support Setvices

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Comparad To Average (10)

8, Craation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10)

9. Avallability Of Farm Support Services 5

10, On-Farm Investments {20)

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (10)

12, Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10}

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

PART VIl (To be compisted by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmliand (From Part V) 100

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local sife assessment) 160

k TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

Was A Local Site Assessment Usad?
Site Selected: Date Of Selection ves [] no []

Reason For Selection:

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Kf <ten HC{S& g Date: (3¢5 ff}a | laale]

(See Instructions en reverse side) Form AD-1086 (05-02)
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July 31, 2006

D18 (TAPR)
xL7615
xN1619

Sheldon Hightower

NRCS Area Office

3020 W. 18th Avenue, Suite B
Emporia, Kansas 66801

Dear Mr. Hightower:

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve has restarted the process of preparing a site development plan and
environmental assessment for future facilities.

The current action alternative being considered for future facilities would require amending the preserve's
general management plan to move the maintenance facilities. The new proposed location for the
maintenance facilities is east of the Strong City sewage lagoons (NE/4 Sec. 17 T19S R8E). A map is
enclosed showing the new proposed location.

The area currently is managed as a brome hay field. The area has an old storage barn and is bordered by
the Strong City sewage lagoons. Soils for the area include: Reading, Martin, and Clime-Sogn complex.
It is likely that these soils will be directly or indirectly affected by building the proposed maintenance
facilities on this site. Final plans for the facilities have not been determined, so the extent of the impacts
to these soil resources is unknown at this time. A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form AD-
1006) is enclosed for your review.

‘We appreciate the opportunity to work together for the benefit of the preserve's resources. Please contact
Natural Resources Program Manager Kristen Hase regarding necessary actions that may be required to
proceed further into this process.

Sincerely,

Stephen T. Miller
Superintendent

Enclosures 2

bec:
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reading file
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U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART 1 (To be completed by Faderal Agency)

Date Cf Land Evaluation Request (7 7 J‘%l ( Zz_j(:(;

Name of Froject 123, 9 eyieva | Manade e nt Han Kevision

Federal Agency Invoived 0 N d Tl Se\ie e

Proposed Land Use E\"%Q,kafﬂﬁmé :%}%Lﬂ{ [1‘11 5

County and State Oif)a% (G;,U’fjff/ ; iés

PART Wl (To bs completed by NRCS)

NRCS

Date Request Raceived By

Person Completing Form:

Does the site contain Prims, Unique, Statewide or Locat important Farmiznd? YES NO
{If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) E]

Acres Irrigated Average Fammn Size

Farmable Land In Gowt. Jurisdiction
Acres: %

Major Crop(s)

Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FFPA
Acras: %

Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Site Rating

PART W (To be compisted by Federal Agency) R s S S

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 2 )

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indlrectly ? 5]

C. Total Acres In Site 4;-'15‘
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

A, Total Acras Prime And Unique Farmiand

B. Total Acres Statewide important or Lacal Important Farmland

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Cr Local Gowvt. Unit To Be Converted

D. P tage Of F: d in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion

Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site Assessment Criteria Maximum | site A Site B Site © Site D
{Criteria are oxplained in 7 CFR 658.5 b, For Comidor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Points

1. Area In Non-urban Use (19)

2. Perimetor in Non-urban Use (10)

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed (20)

4, Protection Provided By State and Local Government (20

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area 18}

6. Distance To Urban Support Services s

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average (10)

8. Craation Cf Non-farmable Farmiand (10)

9. Avaliability Of Farm Support Satvices )

10. On-Farm Investments (20)

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services (19)

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10)

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmiand (From Part V) 100

Total Site Assessment (From Part Vi above or focal sife assessment} 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Site Selectad: Date CF Selaction YES D NO D
Reason For Selection!
Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Kns{-(_ﬂ Hfag{-,{__{ 5 Date:

{See Instructions on reverse side)

Form AD-1006 (03-02)
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AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL FORM

Comments by: KDHE Transmittal Date: September 1, 2006

This form provides notification and the opportunity for your agency to review and comments on this proposed
project as required by Executive Order 12372. Review Agency, please complete Parts I and I1I as appropriate and
return to contact person listed below. Your prompt response will be appreciated.

RETURN TO: Mr. Stephen Miller
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.0. Box 585, 266 Broadway
Cottonwood Falls, KS 66845-0585

PARTI REVIEW AGENCIES/COMMISSION

. Aging ... Education ___State Forester
—Agriculture _Geological Survey, KS ___Transportation
___Biological Survey _X_Health & Environment —Water Office, KS
__Conservation Commission ___Historical Society ___Wildlife & Parks
_Corporation Commission ___Social & Rehabilitation ___Commerce
PART II AGENCY REVIEW COMMENTS

COMMENTS: (Attach additional sheet if necessary) Re: New location propesed visitor center and administrative
facilities, Strong City, KS
Please see the enclosed comments submitted by Dawit Teclehaimanot, Bureau of Environmental Remediation.

PART IIX RECOMMENDED ACTION COMMENTS

X Clearance of the project should be granted. . Clearance of the project should not be delayed
but the Applicant should (in the final application)

—Clearance of the project should not be granted. address and clarify the question or concerns

indicated above,
_Clearance of the project should be delayed until

the issues or questions above have been clarified. Request the opportunity to review final
Resjiicota State Proeess Mecomumendiion i :g:)lll::jtwn prior to submission to the federal funding

concurrence with the above comments.

42
e DIV NS/ AGENCY/ COMMISSION
F
Reviewer's Name: m'//é E :E.“""“"?‘ M Date: September 1. 2006

Organization:  Kansas Department of Health & Environment
Ronald F. Hammerschmidt, Ph.D.
Director, Division of Environment
Cartis State Office Building
1000 8W Jackson St., Suite 400
Topeka, KS 66612-1367

RFH:df
enclosure




KANSAS

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS, GOVERNOR

Roderick L. Bremby, Secretary

MEMORANDUM

TO: Donna Fisher

CC: Bob Jurgens — File: Strong City Dump, Chase CO (009-STR)

FROM: Dawit Tecle

DATE: August 23, 2006

RE: Environmental Audit Requested by USDI National Park Service for a new
proposed location for maintenance facility east of the Strong City Sewage
Lagoons.

The Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE), Bureau of Environmental
Remediation {BER), Assessment and Restoration Section, Landfill / Drycleaner Remediation
Unit has one known closed city dump site in the vicinity of the proposed project site, The Strong
City dump site is located in the NW %, SE Y, NE ', Sec 17, T19S, R8E (see attached map),

Staff from USDI national park service, are welcome to come view the KDHE-BER files
in accordance with the Kansas Open Records Act. If you have any questions, please contact me
at (785) 296-6377 or at dtecle@kdhe.state.ks.us.

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENT
Bureau of Environmental Remediation

1000 SW Jackson, Suite 410 Topeka, KS 66612-1367
(785) 296-6377 FAX (785) 206-4823
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August 16, 2006

D18 (TAPR)
xA7615
xL7615

Ronald Hammerschmidt, Ph.D.

Director, Division of Environment

Kansas Department of Health and Environment
Curtis State Office Building

1000 SW Jackson Street, Suite 400

Topeka, Kangsas 66612-1367

Dear Mr. Hammerschmidt:

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve has restarted the process of preparing a
site alternatives study and environmental assessment for future facilities.

wWe informed you of the initial start of this process in a letter dated October
28, 2003. Your office’s response, in November 2003, is enclosed.

The current action alternative being considered for future facilities would
require amending the preserve's general management plan to move the visitor
information and orientation area. The new proposed location for the visitor
center and administration facilities is south of the historic ranch
headquarters along the west side of Kansas State Highway 177 (NE/4 Sec. 6 T198
RBE). The new proposed location for the maintenance facility is east of the
Strong City Sewage Lagoons (NE/4 Sec. 17 T19S R8E). A map is enclosed showing
the original location and the two new proposed locations.

Most of the area was previously disturbed by agricultural and ranch facilities
development, and includes go-back prairie and brome fields. Surface water
resources include an unnamed tributary to Fox Creek. It is anticipated that
development will be close but not occur directly in the stream area.

We would appreciate any additional input your office may have regarding health
and environmental issues in the proposed areas. Please contact our Natural
Resources Program Manager, Kristen Hase, at 620-273-6034 if you have any
questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

y

g2k
8

Stephen T. Miller
Superintendent

Enclosures 2

bee:

CNR

{central files
chron files
reading file

STMiller:mem:8/16/2006

137



138

BArT g ¢
e 8

AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL FORM

Comments by

Transmittal Date

This form provides notification and the opportunity for your agency to review and comments on this proposed
project as required by Executive Order 12372, Review Agency, please complete Parts IT and III as appropriate and
retum to contact person listed below. Your prompt response will be appreciated,

RETURN TO: Mr, Stephen T. Miller, Superintendent
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.O. Box 585, 226 Broadway
Cottonwood Falls, KS 66845-0585

PART I REVIEW AGENCIES/COMMISSION

Aging Education State Forester
Agriculture-DWR Geological Survey, KS Transportation
Biological Survey,KS X Health & Environment Water Office,KS
Conservation Commission Historical Society Wildlife & Parks
Corporation Commission Social & Rehabilitation
Commerce

PART IT AGENCY REVIEW COMMENTS

COMMENTS: (Attnch additional sheet if neeessary) RE: Visitor Information facilities, Strong City, KS

Please see the enclosed LUST report from Ms. Kristie Ohlemeier, BER and Mr. Michael McNulty, BER has files
for the Strong City Dump, currently a bumsite. If you have any questions, please contact him at (785) 296-1938 for
further information, Please see the enclosed comments from Mr. Don Carlson, Bureau of Water.

PART 111 RECOMMENDED ACTION COMMENTS

—Clearance of the project should
not be delayed but the Applicant
should (in the final application)
address and clarify the question
or concerns indicated above,

X _ Clearance of the project should be granted,

—Clearance of the project should not be granted.

Clearance of the project should be delayed
until the issues or questions above have been

clarified. Request the opportunity to review

final application prior to submission

Request a State Process Recommendation in to the federal funding agency.

concurrence with the abave comments.

‘i;s’? y’ I%ﬁNS.’ AGENCY/ fOWSION
Reviewer's Name; R ’ ' Date: November 17, 2003

Organization: Kansas Department of Health & Environment
Director, Division of Environment
Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson St., Suite 400
Topeka, KS 66612-1367

¢
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RODERICK L. BREMBY, SECRETARY KATHLEEN SEBELIUS, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

The following list of Leaking Underground Storage Tank projects are printed from the Agency’s
database of Underground and Aboveground storage tank facilities that have been assessed. The
information contained in this printout is for informational purposes only and does not necessarily
represent the current condition of the property.

If the receiver of this information would like to view specific documents in these files, please

contact Kristie Ohlemeier at (785) 296-1678 or provide a written request by mail or fax at (785)
296-6190.

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENT
Bursau of Environmental Remediation
CURTIS STATE OFFICE BUILDING, 1000 SW JACKSON ST., STE 410, TOPEKA, KS 66612-1367
Phone 785-206-1678 Fax 785-295-6190 htip et kdhie stete ks usherindex. himi

uTWaYY RONS. 519, KS . usieringex.niml
FPrinted on Recycled Papsr
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~WLUEY LAl I AGLULY / UWIET Page 1 of 1

hod

{@imy Number: 41382 AboveGround Tanks: I-Active 0 -Inactive Under Ground Tanks: 0-Active O-Inactive j
HCompLiauce Comments: 7 Stop Permit from Printing? f Temporary Expires Date:
Name: KANSAS DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION Contact Name -- Title: F. Glenn Phinney - Phone: 316-382-3717
Signed Date: 11/19/93
|[Address: US 50/K-177, MIXSTRIP 2311 City:STRONG CITY State:KS ZipCode-66869
Physical Address:Us 50/k-177, Mixstrip 2311 City:Strong City State:Ks ZipCode:66869
anty - District: Chase -- SC Legal Description: of of of Sec: Tws: Rng:

Location Method:GA RMIN 3 PLUS Location Feature:Facility Center Latitude:38.40159416 Lengitude:—Qﬁ.SﬁQS?S_lg
Datum: WGS84

Inspection Date: Inspection Type: Inspector; 1
Observed Releases:

Inventory Control Compliance: Deficiencies:
Full 1998 Compliance: Deficiencies:

!I‘;ull Leak Detection Compliance: Deficiencies:

003 UST Due: $0 Paid: Date: 1 Fee: 2004 UST Due: $6 Paid: Date:
2003 AST Due: $10 Paid:$10 Date: 01/03/2003 L.Fee: 2004 AST Due: $10 Paid: Date:

b 0wner(23227)(TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF)(ROOM 881 DOCKING ST OFFICE BLDG TOPEKA
KS 66612)(Phone:785—296-3661)
Type Tank# Status Permit Exempt YR-Inst Substance Capacity Fill-Rmv-Com pl
A 001 CurlnUse 06/02/2003 No 1952 Other(LIQ-ASPHALT MIX) 8,000

http ://henotesSfBERREGT/BERREG,mﬂSfb4869c3 70a910386256990006b3110/385326b3e7... 11/4/03



RODERICK L. EREMBY, SECRETARY

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 4, 2003
TO: Donna Fisher, Receptionist - DOE Director’s Office
FROM: Donald Carlson - BOW

SUBJECT:  Agency Review Comments

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve - Cottonwood Falls

L offer the following comments for review and consideration:

As of January 9, 2003, the owner or operator (the party responsible for the project) of any
construction activity which disturbs 1 acre or more is required to file a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit application for stormwater runoff
resulting from construction activities. The project owner (the party responsible for the
project) must obtain authorization from KDHE to discharge stormwater runoff associated
with construction activities prior to commencing construction. The Kansas construction
stormwater general permit, a Notice of Intent (application form), a frequently asked
questions file and supplemental materials are on-line on the KDHE Stormwater Program
webpage at www .kdhe state kes.ug/stormwater. Any additional questions or firther
information regarding construction stormwater permitting requirements should be
directed to Alan Brooks at (785) 296-5549.

Wastewater generated by the facility which is not directed to a City sanitary sewer may
require the issuance of a State Water Pollution Control Permit. To obtain information
regarding the need for a permit or to obtain the appropriate application forms, please
contact Donald Carlson at (785) 296-5547 or Joe Mester at (785) 296-6804.

If you will utilize a private water well to supply drinking water for the proposed facility,
and the facility will serve 25 people or more per day, you need to contact Dave Waldo

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENT
Burza of Water - Industrial Programs Section
CURTIS STATE OFFICE BUILDING, 1000 SW JACKSON ST., STE 420, TOPEKA, KS 66612-1367
Voice 785-296-5545 Fax 785-296-0086 hilp:/fwwew.kdhe state ks.ug

ICATHLEEN SEBELIUS, GOVERNOR
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regarding any potential State or Federal public water supply laws or requirements that
may pertain to the proposed operation. If you should have any questions regarding
drinking water regulations, please contact Mr, Dave Waldo at (785) 296-5503.

If a water well will be utilized as a water source, it should be noted that the construction
shall be done by individuals licensed by the KDHE Bureau of Water. For information
regarding the licensing of water well contractors can be obtained by contacting Mr.
Richard Harper or Mr. Don Taylor at (785) 296-3565 and (785) 296-5522 respectively.
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RUB 11 2008 20 S/ fes
Jopisie s

\OJ NRCS “A Partner in Conservation Since 1935” 6 it

United States Department of Agriculture Rl
Natural Resources Conservation Service Phone: 620-343-7276
3020 W. 18thy Avenue, Suite B FAX: 620-343-7871
Emporia, Kansas 68801-5140 www.Kks.nr¢s.usda.gov

August 10, 2008

Stephen Miller, Superintendent

Taligrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.O. Box 585

Cottonwood Falls, Kansas 66845-0585

Dear Mr. Miller,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project for a visitor center and
administration facilities along the west side of Highway 177 (E2 Sec. 6 T19S R8E). This project
is located in Chase County.

Since the proposed project in on land physically located outside the defined city limits and that
the proposed project may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmiand Protection Policy Act to
nonagricultural uses, this project is affected by the Farmland Protection Policy Act and
therefore, an AD-1006 form is required. | have completed Parts i, IV and V of the AD-1006 form
and | am returning this form back to you to complete Parts VI and VIl of this form.

Enclosed is the Site Assessment Criteria information for completing Part VI. The AD-1006 form
will need to be returned back to our office once you have completed Sections VI and VII.

A map is attached with their legals that indicate the areas that are under water, frequently
flooding, occasional flooding and areas that are not flooding. Legends are attached to this map
to identify these areas.

| see no other adverse environmental effects for which the Natural Resources Conservation
Service is responsible for evaluating.

I wish you well with your project and if our local NRCS office in Coitonwood Falls can be of any
assistance, don't hesitate to cail.

Sincerely,

" WILLIAM M. GILLIAM
Assistant State Conservationist

Attachments

cc w/o attachment:
Gay L. Spencer, District Conservationist, NRCS, Cotionwood Falls, Kansas
Lynn E. Thurlow, Soil Conservationist, NRCS, Salina, Kansas

The Naturat Resources Conservafion Service provides leadership in a parinership effort to heip people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opporiunity Provider and Employer



Flood Frequency Map Date: 8/10/2008

Field Office: Emporia Area Office
Agency: NRCS
Assisted By: Sheldon L Hightower

i Approximate Acres: 6.3

Legal Description: Sec 6 18 8
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Site Assessment Scoring for the Twelve Factors Used in FPPA

The Site Assessment criteria used in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) rule are designed to
assess important factors other than the agricuitural value of the land when determining which alternative
sites shouid receive the highest level of protection from conversion to non agriculturat uses.

Twelve factors are used for Site Assessment and ten factors for corridor-type sites. Each factor is listed
in an outline form, without detailed definitions or guidelines to follow in the rating process, The purpose
of this document is to expand the definitions of use of each of the twelve Site Assessment factors so
that all persons can have a clear understanding as to what each factor is intended to evaluate and how
points are assigned for given conditions.

In each of the 12 factors a number rating system is used to determine which sites deserve the most
protection from conversion to non-farm uses. The higher the number value given to a proposed site, the
more protection it will receive. The maximum scores are 10, 15 and 20 points, depending upon the
relative importance of each particular question. If a question significantly relates to why a parcel of land
should not be converted, the question has a maximum possible protection value of 20, whereas a
question which does not have such a significant impact upon whether a site would be converted, would
have fewer maximum points possible, for example 10.

The following guidelines should be used in rating the twelve Site Assessment criteria:

1. How much land is in non-urban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is

intended?
More than 90 percent: 15 points
90-20 percent: 14 to 1 points
Less than 20 percent: 0 points

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the area within one mile of the proposed
sile is non-urban area. For purposes of this rule, "non-urban" should include:

Agricultural land (crop-fruit trees, nuts, oilseed)
Range land

Forest land

Golf Courses

Non paved parks and recreational areas
Mining sites

Farm Storage

Lakes, ponds and other water bodies

Rural roads, and through roads without houses or buildings
Open space

Wetlands

Fish production

Pasture or hayland

® & 2 2 s s e e T e e e

Urban uses include:

. Houses (cther than farm houses)
Apariment buildings
Commercial buildings
Industrial buildings
Paved recreational areas (i.e. tennis courts)
Streets in areas with 30 structures per 40 acres
Gas stafions



Equipment, supply stores
Off-farm storage
Processing plants
Shopping malls
Utilities/Services

Medical buildings

* s s & s @

In rating this factor, an area one-mile from the outer edge of the proposed site should be outlined on a
current photo; the areas that are urban should be outlined. For rural houses and other buildings with
unknown sizes, use 1 and 1/3 acres per structure. For roads with houses on only one side, use one half
of road for urban and one half for non-urban.

The purpose of this rating process is to insure that the most valuable and viable farmlands are protected
from development projects sponsored by the Federal Government. With this goal in mind, factor 81
suggests that the more agricultural lands surrounding the parcel boundary in question, the more
protection from development this site should receive. Accordingly, a site with a large quantity of non-
urban land surrounding it will receive a greater

number of points for protection from development. Thus, where more than 90 percent of the area
around the proposed site (do not include the proposed site in this assessment) is non-urban, assign 15
points. Where 20 percent or less is )

non-urban, assign 0 points. Where the area lies between 20 and 90 percent non-urban, assign
appropriate points from 14 to 1, as noted below.

Percent Non-Urban Land Points
within 1 mile
90 percent or greater 15
85 to 89 percent 14
80 to 84 percent 13
75 to 79 percent 12
70 to 74 percent 11
65 to 69 percent 10
60 to 64 percent g
55 to 59 percent 8
50 to 54 percent 4
45 to 49 percent 6
40 to 44 percent 5
35 to 39 percent 4
30 to 24 percent 3
25 to 29 percent 2
21 to 24 percent 1
20 percent or less 0

2. How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use?

More than 90 percent: 10 points
90 to 20 percent: 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent: 0 points

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the land adjacent to the proposed site is non-
urban use. Where factor #1 evaluates the general location of the proposed site, this factor evaluates
the immediate perimeter of the site. The definition of urban and non-urban uses in factor #1 should be
used for this factor.

In rating the second factor, measure the perimeter of the site that is in non-urban and urban use,
Where more than 90 percent of the perimeter is in non-urban use, score this factor 10 points. Where
less than 20 percent, assign 0 points. If a road is next to the perimeter, class the area according to the
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use on the other side of the road for that area. Use 1 and 1/3 acre per structure if not otherwise known.
Where 20 to 90 percent of the perimeter is non-urban, assign points as noted below:

Percentage of Perimeter Points
Bordering Land
90 percent or greater
82 to 89 percent
74 to 81 percent
65 to 73 percent
58 to 65 percent
50 to 57 percent
42 to 49 percent
34 to 41 percent
27 to 33 percent
21 to 26 percent
20 percent or Less

CLNREODON©©OS

3. How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity)
more than five of the last ten years?

More than 90 percent: 20 points
90 to 20 percent: 18 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent: 0 points

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the proposed conversion site has been used or
managed for agricultural purposes in the past 10 years.

Land is being farmed when it is used or managed for food or fiber, to include timber products, fruit, nuts,
grapes, grain, forage, oil seed, fish and meat, poultry and dairy products.

Land that has been left to grow up to native vegetation without management or harvest will be
considered as abandoned and therefore not farmed. The proposed conversion site should be evaluated
and rated according to the percent, of the site farmed.

If more than 90 percent of the site has been farmed 5 of the last 10 years score the site as follows:

Percentage of Site Farmed Points
90 percent or greater 20
86 to 89 percent 19
82 to 85 percent 18
78 to 81 percent 17
74 to 77 percent 16
70 to 73 percent 15
66 to 69 percent 14
62 to 65 percent 13
58 to 61 percent 12
54 to 57 percent 17
50 to 53 percent 10

46 to 49 percent
42 to 45 percent
38 to 41 percent
35 to 37 percent
32 to 34 percent
29 to 31 percent
26 to 28 percent

Wh MO~
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23 to 25 percent 2
20 to 22 percent percent or Less 1
Less than 20 percent 0

4. Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect
farmland or covered by private programs to protect farmland?

Site is protected: 20 points
Site is not protected: 0 points

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which state and local government and private programs
have made efforts fo protect this site from conversion,

State and local policies and programs to protect farmland include:

State Policies and Programs to Protect Farmland

1. Tax Relief:
A. Differential Assessment: Agricultural lands are taxed on their agricultural use value, rather
than at market value. As a result, farmers pay fewer taxes on their land, which helps keep them
in business, and therefore helps to insure that the farmland will not be converted to
nonagricultural uses.

1. Preferential Assessment for Property Tax: Landowners with parcels of land used for
agriculture are given the privilege of differential assessment.

2. Deferred Taxation for Property Tax: Landowners are deterred from converting their land
to nonfarm uses, because if they do so, they must pay back taxes at market value.

3. Restrictive Agreement for Property Tax: Landowners who want to receive Differential
Assessment must agree to keep their land in - eligible use.

B. Income Tax Credits

Circuit Breaker Tax Credits: Authorize an eligible owner of farmland to apply some or all of the
property taxes on his or her farmland and farm structures as a tax credit against the owner's
state income tax.

C. Estate and Inheritance Tax Benefits

Farm Use Valuation for Death Tax: Exemption of state tax liability to eligible farm estates.

2. “Right to farm" laws:

Prohibits local governments from enacting laws which will place restrictions upon normally
accepted farming practices, for example, the generation of noise, odor or dust.

3. Agricultural Districting:
Wherein farmers voluntarily organize districts of agricultural land to be legally recognized
geographic areas. These farmers receive benefits, such as protection from annexation, in
exchange for keeping land within the district for a given number of years.

4. Land Use Controls: Agricultural Zoning.
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Types of Agricultural Zoning Ordinances include:

A. Exclusive: In which the agricultural zone is restricted to only farm-related dwellings, with, for
example, a minimum of 40 acres per dwelling unit.

B. Non-Exclusive: In which non-farm dwellings are allowed, but the density remains low, such
as 20 acres per dwelling unit.

Additional Zoning techniques include:

A. Sliding Scale: This method looks at zoning according to the total size of the parcel owned,
For example, the number of dwelling units per a given number of acres may change from
county to county according to the existing land acreage to dweliing unit ratio of surrounding
parcels of land within the specific area.

B. Point System or Numerical Approach: Approaches land use permits on a case by case
basis.

LESA: The LESA system (Land Evaluation-Site Assessment) is used as a tool to help
assess options for land use on an evaluation of productivity weighed against commitment to
urban development.

C. Conditional Use: Based upon the evaluation on a case by case basis by the Board of
Zoning Adjustment. Also may include the method of using special land use permits.

5. Development Rights:

A. Purchase of Development Rights (PDR): Where development rights are purchased by
Government action.

Buffer Zoning Districts: Buffer Zoning Districts are an example of land purchased by
Government action. This land is included in zoning ordinances in order to preserve and
protect agricultural lands from non-farm land uses encroaching upon them.

B. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR}): Development rights are transferable for use in other
locations designated as receiving areas. TDR is considered a locally based action (not
slate), because it requires a voluntary decision on the part of the individual landowners.

6. Governor's Executive Order: Policy made by the Governor, stating the importance of agriculture,
and the preservation of agricultural fands. The Governor orders the state agencies to avoid the
unnecessary conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses.

7. Voluntary State Programs:

A. California's Program of Restrictive Agreements and Differential Assessments: The
California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly known as the Williamson Act, allows
cities, counties and individual landowners to form agricultural preserves and enter into
contracts for 10 or more years to insure that these parcels of land remain strictly for
agricuttural use. Since 1972 the Act has extended eligibility to recreational and open space
fands such as scenic highway corridors, salt ponds and wildlife preserves. These
contractually restricted lands may be taxed differentially for their real value. One hundred-
acre districts constitute the minimum land size eligible.

Suggestion: An improved version of the Act would state that if the land is converted
after the confract expires, the landowner must pay the difference in the taxes between
market value for the land and the agricultural tax value which he or she had been
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paying under the Act. This measure would help to insure that farmland wouid not be
converted after the 10 year period ends.

Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program: Agricultural landowners within
agricultural districts have the opportunity fo sell their development rights to the Maryland
Land Preservation Foundation under the agreement that these landowners will not
subdivide or develop their land for an initial period of five years. After five years the
landowner may terminate the agreement with one year notice.

As is stated above under the California Williamson Act, the landowner should pay the back
taxes on the property if he or she decides to convert the land after the contract expires, in
order to discourage such conversions.

Wisconsin Income Tax Incentive Program: The Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program
of December 1877 encourages local jurisdictions in Wisconsin to adopt agricultural
preservation plans or exclusive agricultural district zoning ordinances in exchange for credit
against state income tax and exemption from special utility assessment. Eligible candidates
include local governments and landowners with at least 35 acres of land per dwelling unit in
agricultural use and gross farm profits of at least $6.000 per year, or $18,000 over three
years.

8. Mandatory State Programs:

A

The Environmental Control Act in the state of Vermont was adopted in 1970 by the Vermont
State Legislature. The Act established an environmental board with 9 members (appointed
by the Governor) to implement a planning process and a permit system to screen most
subdivisions and development proposals according to specific criteria stated in the law.

The planning process consists of an interim and a final Land Capability and Development
Plan, the latter of which acts as a policy plan to control development. The policies are
written in order to:

+ prevent air and water pollution;

»  protect scenic or natural beauty, historic sites and rare and irreplaceable
natural areas; and

= consider the impacts of growth and reduction of development on areas of
primary agricuitural soils.

The California State Coastal Commission: In 1976 the Coastal Act was passed to establish
a permanent Coastal Commission with permit and planning authority The purpose of the
Coastal Commission was and is to protect the sensitive coastal zone environment and its
resources, while accommodating the social and economic needs of the state. The
Commission has the power to regulate development in the coastal zones by issuing permits
on & case by case basis until local agencies can develop their own coastal plans, which
must be certified by the Coastal Commission.

Hawaii's Program of State Zoning: In 1961, the Hawaii State Legislature established Act
187, the Land Use Law, to protect the farmland and the welfare of the local people of
Hawaii by planning to avoid “unnecessary urbanization”. The Law made all state lands into
four districts: agricultural, conservation, rural and urban. The Governor appointed members
to a State Land Use Commission, whose duties were to uphold the Law and form the
boundaries of the four districts. In addition to state zoning, the Land Use Law introduced a
program of Differential Assessment, wherein agricultural landowners paid taxes on their
land for its agriculturat use value, rather than its market value.

The Oregon Land Use Act of 1973: This act established the Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC) to provide statewide planning goals and guidelines.

151



152

Under this Act, Oregon cities and counties are each required to draw up a comprehensive
plan, consislent with statewide planning goals. Agricultural land preservation is high on the
list of state goals te be followed locally.

If the proposed site is subject to or has used one or more of the above farmland protection programs or
policies, score the site 20 points. If none of the above policies or programs apply to this site, score 0
points.

5. How close is the site to an urban built-up area?

The site is 2 miles or more from an 15 paints
urban built-up area
The site is more than 1 mile but less 10 points

than 2 miles from an urban built-up area

The site is less than 1 mile from, butis 5 points
not adjacent to an urban built-up area

The site is adjacent to an urban built-up 0 points
area

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the proposed site is located next to an existing
urban area. The urban built-up area must be 2500 population. The measurement from the built-up area
should be made from the point at which the density is 30 structures per 40 acres and with no open or
non-urban fand existing between the major built-up areas and this point. Suburbs adjacent to cities or
urban built-up areas should be considered as part of that urban area,

For greater accuracy, use the following chart to determine how much protection the site should receive
according to its distance from an urban area. See chart below:

Distance From Perimeter Points
of Site to Urban Area
More than 10,560 feet 15
9,860 to 10,559 feet 14
9,160 to 9,859 feet 13
8,460 to 9,159 feet 12
7,760 to 8,459 feet 11
7,060 to 7,759 feet 10
6,360 to 7,059 feet 9
5,660 to 6,359 feet 8
4,960 to 5,659 feet 7
4,260 to 4,959 feet 6
3,560 to 4,259 feet 5
2,860 to 3,559 feet 4
2,160 to 2,859 feet 3
1,460 to 2,159 feet 2
760 to 1,459 feet 1
Less than 760 feet (adjacent) 0

6. How close is the site to water lines, sewer lines and/or other local facilities and services
whose capacities and design would promote nonagricultural use?

None of the services exist nearer than 15 points
. 3 miles from the site

Some of the services exist more than 10 points

one but less than 3 miles from the site

All of the services exist within 1/2 mile 0 points

of the site



This question determines how much infrastructure (water, sewer, etc.) is In place which could facilitate
nonagricultural development. The fewer facilities in piace, the more difficutt it is {o deveiop an area.
Thus, if a proposed site is further away from these services (more than 3 miles distance away), the site
should be awarded the highest number of points (15). As the distance of the parcel of land to services
decreases, the number of points awarded declines as well. So, when the site is equal to or further than
1 mile but less than 3 miles away from services, it should be given 10 points. Accordingly, if this
distance is 1/2 mile to less than 1 mile, award 5 points; and if the distance from land to services is less
than 1/2 mile, award 0 points.

Distance to public facilities should be measured from the perimeter of the parcel in question to the
nearest site(s) where necessary facilities are located. If there is more than one distance (.. from site to
water and from site to sewer), use the average distance (add all distances and then divide by the
number of different distances to get the average).

Facilities which could promote nonagricultural use include:

Water lines

Sewer lines

Power lines

Gas lines

Circulation (roads)

Fire and police protection
Schools

* e o 8 s v e

7. ls the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average-size
farming unit in the county? (Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS
field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of Agriculture, Acreage
of Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger: 10 points
Below average: Deduct 1 point for 9 to 0 points
each 5 percent below the average,

down to O points if 50 percent or more

is below average

This factor is designed to determine how much protection the site should receive, according to its size in
refation to the average size of farming units within the county. The larger the parcel of land, the more
agricultural use valiue the land possesses, and vice versa. Thus, if the farm unit is as large or larger
than the county average, it receives the maximum number of points (10). The smaller the parcel of land
compared to the county average, the fewer number of points given. Please see below:

Parcel Size in Relation to Average County Points
Size
Same size or larger than average (100 percent)
95 percent of average
80 percent of average
85 percent of average
80 percent of average
75 percent of average
70 percent of average
65 percent of average
60 percent of average
55 percent of average
50 percent or below county average

CeapehaONEOS
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State and local Natural Resources Conservation Service offices will have the average farm size
information, provided by the latest available Census of Agriculture data

8. I[f this site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become
non-farmable because of interference with land patterns?

Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly 10 points
converted by the project

Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres 9 to 1 point(s)
directly converted by the project

Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres 0 points
directly converted by the project

This factor tackles the question of how the proposed development will affect the rest of the land on the
farm The site which deserves the most protection from conversion will receive the greatest number of
points, and vice versa. For example, if the project is small, such as an extension on a house, the rest of
the agriculturat land would remain farmable, and thus a lower number of points is given to the site.
Whereas if a large-scale highway is planned, a greater portion of the land (not including the site) will
become non-farmable, since access to the farmland will be blocked; and thus, the site should receive
the highest number of points (10) as protection from conversion

Conversion uses of the Site Which Would Make the Rest of the Land Non-Farmable by Interfering with
Land Patterns

Conversions which make the rest of the property nonfarmable include any development which biacks
accessibility to the rest of the site Examples are highways, railroads, dams or development along the
front of a site restricting access to the rest of the property,

The point scoring is as follows:

Amount of Land Not Including the Points
Site Which Will Become Non-
Farmable
25 percent or greater
23 - 24 percent
21 - 22 percent
19 - 20 percent
17 - 18 percent
16 - 16 percent
13 - 14 percent
11 - 12 percent
9 - 11 percent
6 - 8 percent
5 percent or less

OANWATION®OS

9. Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm
suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?

Al required services are available 5 points
Some required services are available 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available 0 points

This factor is used to assess whether there are adequate support facilities, activities and industry to
keep the farming business in business. The more support facilities available to the agricutural



tandowner, the more feasible it is for him or her to stay in production. In addition, agricultural support
facilities are compatible with farmland. This facl is important, because some land uses are not
compatible; for example, development next to farmiand cam be dangerous to the welfare of the
agricultural land, as a result of pressure from the neighbors who often do not appreciate the noise,
smells and dust intrinsic to farmland. Thus, when all required agricultural support services are available,
the maximurn number of points (5) are awarded. When some services are available, 4 to 1 point(s) are
awarded; and consequently, when no services are available, no points are given. See below:

Percent of Points
Services Available
100 percent 5
75 to 99 percent 4
50 to 74 percent 3
25 to 49 percent 2
1 to 24 percent 1
No services 1]

10. Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on farm investments such as barns,
other storage buildings, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways,
or other soil and water conservation measures?

High amount of on-farm investment 20 points
Moderate amount of non-farm 19 to 1 point(s)
investment

No on-farm investments 0 points

This factor assesses the quantity of agricultural facilities in place on the proposed site. If a significant
agricultural infrastructure exists, the site should continue to be used for farming, and thus the parcel will
receive the highest amount of points towards protection from conversion or development. If there is little
on farm investment, the site will receive comparatively less protection. See-below:

Amount of On-farm Investment Points
As much or more than necessary to 20
maintain production (100 percent)

95 to 99 percent 19
90 to 94 percent 18
85 to 89 percent 17
80 to 84 percent 16
75 to 79 percent 15
70 to 74 percent 14
65 to 69 percent 13
60 to B4 percent 12
55 to 59 percent 1
50 to 54 percent 10
45 to 49 percent 9
40 to 44 percent 8
35 to 39 percent 7
30 to 34 percent 8
‘25 {o 29 percent 5
20 to 24 percent 4

15 to 19 percent 3
10 to 14 percent 2
5to 9 percent 1

0 to 4 percent 0
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11. Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the
support for farm support services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these
support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?

Substantial reduction in demand for support 10 points
services if the site is converted

Some reduction in demand for support 9 to 1 point(s)
services if the site is converted
Neo significant reduction in demand for 0 points

support services if the site is converted

This factor determines whether there are other agriculturally related activities, businesses or jobs
dependent upon the working of the pre-converted site in order for the others to remain in production,
The more people and farming activities relying upon this land, the more protection it should receive from
conversion. Thus, if a substantial reduction in demand for support services were to occur as a result of
conversions, the proposed site would receive a high score of 10; some reduction in demand woutd
receive 9 to 1 poini(s), and no significant reduction in demand would receive no points.

Specific points are outlined as follows:

Amount of Reduction in Support Points
Services if Site is Converted to
Nonagricultural Use
Substantial reduction (100 percent)
90 to 99 percent
80 to 89 percent
70 to 79 percent
60 to 69 percent
50 to 59 percent
40 to 49 percent
30 to 39 percent
20 to 29 percent
10 to 19 percent
No significant reduction (0 to 9 percent)
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12. Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with
agricuiture that it is likely to contribute to the eventual conversion of the surrounding
farmland to nonagricultural use?

Proposed project is incompatible with existing 10 points
agricultural use of surrounding farmland
Proposed project is tolerable of existing 9to 1 point(s)

agricultural use of surrounding farmland
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing 0 points
agricultural use of surrounding farmiand

ractor 12 determines whether conversion of the proposed agricultural site will eventually cause the
conversion of neighboring farmland as a result of incompatibility of use of the first with the latter. The
more incompatible the proposed conversion is with agriculture, the more protection this site receives
from conversion. Therefor-, if the proposed conversion is incompatible with agriculture, the site receives
10 points. If the project is tolerable with agriculture, it receives @ to 1 points; and if the proposed
conversion is compatible with agriculture, it receives O points.
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O NRCS “A Partner in Conservation Since 1935”
United States Department of Agriculture

Natural Resources Conservation Service UG ~ 3 005 Phone: 620-343-7276
3020 W. 18thy Avenue, Suite B Bl = o FAX: 820-343-7871
Emporia, Kansas 66801-5140 www.ks.nrcs.usda.gov

August 2, 2008

Stephen Miller, Superintendent

Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve Office
P.O. Box 585

Cottonwood Falls, Kansas 66845-0585

Dear Mr. Miller,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project for a maintenance facility along the
east side of the Strong City sewage lagoons. This project is located in Chase County.

Since the proposed project in on land physically located outside the defined city limits and that
the proposed project may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act to
nonagricultural uses, this project is affected by the Farmland Protection Policy Act and
therefore, an AD-1006 form is required. | have completed Parts [I, IV and V of the AD-1006 form
and | am returning this form back to you to complete Parts VI and VIl of this form.

Enclosed is the Site Assessment Criteria information for completing Part V1. The AD-1008 form
will need to be returned back to our office once you have completed Sections VI and VII.

A map is attached with their legals that indicate the areas that are under water, frequently
flooding, occasional flooding and areas that are not flooding. Legends are attached to this map
to identify these areas.

| see no other adverse environmental effects for which the Natural Resources Conservation
Service is responsible for evaluating.

I'wish you well with your project and if our local NRCS office in Cottonwood Falls can be of any
assistance, don't hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM M. GILLIAM "
Assistant State Conservationist

Attachments

cc w/o attachment:
Gay L. Spencer, District Conservationist, NRCS, Cottonwood Falls, Kansas
Lynn E. Thurlow, Soil Conservationist, NRCS, Salina, Kansas

The Natural Resources Conservalion Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to hélp paapie
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and envirenment.

An Equai Opportunity Provider and Empiloyer
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